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Traversal 

As set forth in MPEP 2142, an examiner who rejects a claim under 35 U.S.C. 103 must 
estabhsh a prima facie case of obviousness. Part of the requirements for the prima facie 
case of obviousness is that 

the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or 
suggest all the claim limitations. (MPEP rev. 3, August 2005, §2142, page 
2100-136, col. 1) 

Applicants will show in the following that the references do not teach or suggest all of the 
claim limitations and that Examiner has consequently not made his prima facie case of 
obviousness. 



What Applicants are claiming 

Applicants' claim 1 sets forth in straightforward fashion what Applicants are claiming: 



1 1. A method of migrating from configuration m of a system to a 

2 configuration m+\ thereof, the system's configuration being defined by 

3 first configuration tables in a database and 

4 the method comprising the steps performed by the system of: 

5 making second configuration tables that define configuration m+V, 

6 making a determination whether the first configuration tables still 

7 define configuration m; and 

8 if the first configuration tables still define configuration m^ using 

9 the second configuration tables to modify the first configuration tables 
10 such that the first configuration tables define configuration m+\. 



In Applicants' claim 1, the configuration of the system is defined by configuration tables 
in a database. A change from a configuration m of the system which is defined by first 
configuration tables to a configuration m+\ which is defined by second configuration 
tables is made by making the second configuration tables and using the second 
configuration tables to modify the first configuration tables such that the first 
configuration tables define configuration m+l. As Examiner points out, changing the 
system configuration by making a copy of the system, changing the configuration of the 
copy by changing the copy's configuration tables, and then changing the original 
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configuf^ii on: -tsibi e£ s o. th at tli ; agjree wiii rtfe s; confi gUrati oh t able s • is; disclos e di fi 



The IS s u e bet we en Ex am in er an d Appl i c ant s is wheth er Ger e di s el o s e s the li mi tati on s s e t 
foilli at line The Erst step in the inquiry i^^^ exactly what 

these limitations are. At the top of p^ge 3 of: th e Offi ce action^: Examiner states that what 
j^iASA faili to- : method of deterinihing Whether the fi system hay e 

ch anged w^hitie tran sitiom ng : is taking pi ace-'. App-li cants re spect ably submit th at thi s is a 
misdescriptioh^:^^ th e 1 imitatio fi s of li n 6^ 10. The tran siti oh ; frqrri coiifigiiratioh fn to 
cohfigufatibn ^+1^ 

m odifj? th e fif st c onfigur ati on tab le s . "Wh at th e 1 im itati on s of 1 in e s 6 - 1 0 $ et fort h i s that 
the modification of the first eonfigurati on tables is conditional upon there having been no 
change in the configuration defined by the f irs t c onfi gur ati on tabl e $ betwe en when the 
gecofid ponfigur^i^ 
to modify : the f if ;st configuration tabl e s . 



Applicants believe iJiat when:^ 

of clai ni 1 , h e wi 11 im m e di atel y see that neither G ere, cited in the rejection of claim 1 , n or 
Dennis, cited in the rejections of certain of the dependent claims, disci oses the limitations 
of li n e s 6 -1 0. E oth Ge:re an d Denni s have to do wi th dete cting: an d deal ing wi th ch an g es 
in the data U5ed to boot up^:t^^^^ operating sys^ The floy^chart of HG^ 4 and the 
de s pii j>tion !; qf th e .figur e::tyhi cja b egin s at bol. 7, , li n e; 52 of Q ere di $clos es nio^t .clearly th e 
portions of the refer eii ce that are rel evsintto the c tirreiiit di s cussi oil; 

-^?^?v ir^>!n rii^si; $5id « .^#$%«?fcpG-:tit'. . «y?^:«i5iS. : 

nvferjn5:555i : r^ijw ^:isv3;n;mrrK^^ MM ln ^P ^0^^ tW-'' 

;^y>;iS:::^-s i: UV>j;:>IJ.U\-i:L^-. . -^Uip 4^*4, ^[i: 'V f ^ij^e 5.::^d i..n.:u riiti]lv; 
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LHV^f ^^^^^^ .ll |V >S dl XKi MUN^* -..T S iJS'^i i^ic 

As IS elear from the f'-'reg-r-mg, tiie upgra-ile \n Gere is not conditional on anything. It 
OGGurs and the copies of the operating system environment that Vi^ere made before;: a^^ 
during the boot to the new environment are compared after: th e upgrade to determine 
w'hfe&er changes hay e^^ o^ Gere -thus #e^s^^:h^ 

forth in the limitation of lines 6- 10: 



Dennis discloses a technique for determining whether a boot record is virus free before 
usi ng i t to b oot up a pro cess or Hi e det erminati on i s m ade by c ompmng th e bo ot re c or d 
with on e th at i s kiiown to be vir u s: £r ee . : Th e te cfaniqu e is de s en b ed b egi nning ■ at col , 2:, 
line 58: 

Th-e stiapshot of the; clean boot record is stored in nonvolatile m eniory: 
During the boot process, the contents of the current boot record are 
compared with the contents of the snapshot to determine whe^ a 
fnisniatch Miis in ^ at least one em b o difn.;e nt^ this pir-o ce s: sing. 6 c after 
B OST. If a m IS mat ch does n ot exis the ; c oritent s of the current b o otrecprd 
ar e - eseicute d p piart of the proc e ss, . . . 

jut le a st oil e emb o di m ent of the method ftiirther comprises reporting a 
m essage to the user if a mism atch exists between the current boot record 
and the snapshot. A mi srnatch occur s^ w^^ 

altered in the eurr ent boot re c or d In at least on e other embodina ent, th e 
contents :6f the snapshot are eSiecuted: if the mismatch exists. 

Alternatively, the u^er provides an input that is received a a proceed 
indicator; If the user -provided value m the proceed indicator is a first 
value, then the contents of the snapshot at'e executed during the IPL, 
th er eby • effti cting a re go v &rf of the boot fet^ 

the other hand, if the user-provided value in the proceed indicator is a 
second value, then the contents of the current boot sector are executed 
during the IPL. This situation w^ill occur when th e : u s er i s aw ai"e oft and 
d om fortiabi eim the current boot rec ord. ■ 

IJere, the. bo^t ri^^ which i s beiiig #sed bbot up the. ivith: the 

snapshot of the boot record; if they are different, there may be a virus inffecti on and :the 
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user may choose what to do. In Apphcants' claim, what is compared is the "first 
configuration tables", which are the ones currently in use in the system, with the older 
snapshot of the first configuration tables; if there is no change, "the second configuration 
tables [are uses] to modify the first configuration tables such that the first configuration 
tables define configuration m+V\ i.e., the change to configuration m+l occurs when there 
has been no change in configuration m. Thus, Dennis, too, fails to show the limitation of 
lines 6-10 of claim 1 and Examiner has consequently not made his prima facie case for 
the rejection of claim 1. Examiner will immediately see that the arguments made with 
regard to claim 1 hold equally for independent claims 19 and 26. Further, because claims 
1 and 19 are patentable over the references, so are all of dependent claims 2-18 and 20- 
25. 

Patentability of claims 8-10, 12-16, 20, 23, and 24 

These claims are further patentable in their own rights over the references. As regards 
claims 8-9, 13-16, and 23-24, there is no disclosure in either the AAPA or the references 
of the arrangements for ensuring that users have been logged off before the snapshot is 
made or that the users who must approve configuration m+\ must do so. The added 
limitations of these claims are thus not disclosed in the references and are therefore 
patentable in their own rights over the references. Claims 10, 12, and 20 all describe the 
interaction between the user and the system of claim 1 "when the first configuration 
tables no longer define configuration m", namely that the user is notified and if the user 
so indicates, the system "overwrite[s] the first configuration tables with the second 
configuration tables". In Dennis, there is no overwriting; the user simply chooses which 
of the copies of the boot record he or she wishes to boot from. Again, the references do 
not disclose the added limitations and the claims are thus patentable over the references. 

Conclusion 

Applicants have traversed all of Examiner's rejections and have therefore been 
completely responsive to Examiner's Office action as required by 37 C.F.R. 1.111(b). 
Applicants therefore respectably request that Examiner reconsider his rejections and 
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allow the claims. No fees are believed to be required for this response. Should any be, 
please charge them to deposit account number 5013 15. 



Respectfully submitted, 

/Gordon E. Nelson/ 
Attorney of record, 
Gordon E. Nelson 
57 Central St., P.O. Box 782 
Rowley, MA, 01969, 
Registration number 30,093 
Voice: (978)948-7632 
Fax: (866)-723-0359 

6/29/06 
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